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REMARKS 

Reconsideration of the above referenced application in view of the enclosed 
amendments and remarks is requested. Claim 10 has been amended. Claims 1-2, 
4-7, 9, 11, and 15-18 have been cancelled. Claims 10, 12-14, and 19 remain in the 
application. 



ARGUMENT 

Claims 1-2, 4-7, and 9-19 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ludwig (US Patent Application Publication 2001/0021928). 

The limitations of claims 11 and 15-17 have been incorporated into 
independent claim 10. Claim 10 now requires, in part, that the electronic contract 
includes a sixth section defining ancillary .services m^h in o .. PD0rt of thft Rnarori 
process, the ancillary services including at le^t nn» n f savinn arnhiw>Q ralatinr] tn 
use of the shared process hy the at least twn n art | PC a n d De>rfnrminf] anMc r ^ inr] 
to use of the shared process hy thP at least two n^ioc These limitations were 
formerly recited in dependent claims 15-17. 

In paragraph 5.15 of the Office action dated November 29, 2005, the 
Examiner asserts that the limitation of ancillary services is described in paragraph 
65 of Ludwig, since Ludwig's "role certificate consist of several sections, one of 
which is administrative information." The Examiner contends that it would be 
obvious to define ancillary services as claimed, based on the teaching of Ludwig's 
role certificate having an "other administrative information section"; however, the 
Office action does not specifically assert that Ludwig actually suggests such a 
limitation. Instead, the Examiner conjectures that it would be obvious that the other 
administrative information section of Ludwig's role certificate could be used for the 
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I claimed limitation. The mere fact that Ludwin's mh»r c dministrative infnrmatinn 

section can be used or could he used for th« m^n HmHatlnn withnnt a n Y g^, a , 
\ Caching or suggestion of the limitation is not fi no.,nh t» SUDDOrt a nrima farb> _ Q 

! of obviousness. It is merely supposition nr R n«™.i a tion on thp P *rt of the Framing 

| based on hindsight due to Annies The Examiner appears to be 

I using the Examiner's own judgment at the point in time of examination as to what is 

j obvious instead of relying on the suggestion (if any) of Ludwig at the time the 
! claimed invention was made. To properly support a prima facie case of 
obviousness under the law, the cited reference must teach or suggest the claimed 
limitation of ancillary services, not just be merely capable of fulfilling that role or be 
obvious to the Examiner based on supposition almost five years later. 

In fact, the Applicants respectfully assert that Ludwig's other administrative 
information section does not teach or suggest anything about ancillary serves 
| (including archiving and auditing) as claimed. It would not have been obvious at the 
the time the invention was made to use Ludwig's other administrative information 
section of a role certificate to specifiy ancillary services such as archiving and 
| auditing because the only thing Ludwig teaches that his other administrative 
| information section is used for is storing the time at which the role certificate was 
issued, when it will expire etc. (see paragraph 65, lines 8-10). There is no teaching 
| or suggestion of ancillary services such as archiving nr a ,,rfiHn q as currently claimed. 
! Since all limitations of claim 1 0 are not taught or suggested by Ludwig, a prima facie 
I case of obviousness has not been made. Therefore, claim 10 is allowable as 

! currently presented. 

I 

| The Examiner makes the same logical error with respect to dependent claims 

12-14, and 16-19 (claims 16 and 17 now incorporated into claim 10). The rejection 
| of these claims are based on speculation. Nowhere does Ludwig actually suggest 
| the claimed limitations. What can or cannot be done with the additional information 
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section of Ludwig's role certificate based on the current thinking of the Examiner or 
what can or cannot be done with HTML forms is irrelevant here. For Ludwig to form 
a valid basis for a prima facie case of obviousness, the cited reference must actually 
teach or suggest the claimed limitations. However, Ludwig does not suggest the 
claimed limitations of saving archives or audits, or third parties providing the 
ancillary services, or any of the limitations of claim 12-14. Therefore, these claims 
are allowable. 

Additionally, claims 12-14, and 19 are dependent from allowable independent 
claim 10. Thus, they are also allowable. 

CONCLUSION 

In view of the foregoing, Claims 10, 12-14, and 19 are all in condition for 
allowance. If the Examiner has any questions, the Examiner is invited to contact the 
undersigned at (503) 264-8074. Early issuance of Notice of Allowance is 
respectfully requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 

/Steven P. Skabrat/ 
Steven P. Skabrat 
Reg. No. 36,279 
Senior Attorney 
Intel Corporation 
(503) 264-8074 

c/o Blakely, Sokoloff, Taylor & 
Zafman t LLP 
12400 Wilshire Blvd. 
Seventh Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90025-1 026 
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